Dear Dav©, 



11 / 8/74 



After writing wy iuprosoions fr eu your letter last night I began to read your pioce. 

I decided t* continue with this roaming this Homing instead of doing other overdue work 

and instead of Mailing the addressed letter for ooveral reason. f.rceful- 

I feared you sight net understand the lttsr and night net like it ant its forceful 
ness. I also wanted to give you an opinion and have basis for discouraging Jin e p yii £ 

Z JJSSL! Z it new whun^ho has so nuch that presses upon hi*. M, with the concerns 
in uy isind, because I know I would road it sooner or later ana never when I did not have 
sLethS else to do, 1 believed it would be better to read it while these concerns were 

frobh in ay nind. narking narks from which I would write yeu. Then this naming I 

ofcaWtfSk*: L--W UMMM.. <».«. « aw* )- ■“* 

"tlip <yjii£(8s ^>sick ur<l 1 1 IX m* t*x^uu(t» , jvr „ j 

As I wrote last night, you really can t do this tiling until you liuve reao V,,. I «nd 

Uewurd Hoffman ' a coning book. . , 

Tliea I tliink you'll have to do a#»e rethinking, including sonc redefining. 

jout bv and largo it is very good. , . 

Hv own viaw is that the rethinking should include building to our suit rather tlitrn 

havin'it u longer incident. It does provide the definite answers, this suit a cove all 
ethers (save that if the spectre agreed with the conclusions it woulu havi ^verUoo 

rather than suppressed). The difference here is chat Jin to*. - hat no external u,»ntrols 
imposed upon us, he did what other lawyers had not conceived ana we were able to work 
together well and last. And that I was pro pared wiwi premia. 

You will need citations and I have corrected factual errors. I Veliev.* t.uch that y»u 
refer to as court or archival record can be cited frov the new book, which you 11 uve soon. 

Yen continue te use outdated and today ncuEingless worts, like critic. _ I tiiiA 
you require ref emulation. You can't really write a study ef .uppr.-ssion or wvmenco in 
teras of the published work of these who never mde cay ef^rt tc «nd nup^ion. &e, I 
think you' 11 have to break this inte eras, first what was passiolc with the pubiisnu* 
raaterials and uluit could be postulate.*, frou then, and what followed. 

I have no good substitute for "cri.tic" for yeu. The description .mo taken hal«. 

It is also deceptive in that the wurpesr. is not criticise H is nr, re aai ether than 

scholarship. It is the establishing ef fact and truth. 

Se„J that ere "critics'* really arc net. Epstein, for oxanwlr, assimcs the easie 
truth of t i Report an. assails his pot enenies on the Ue^ssien (generally these to 
hiM liberals) as a nouns of defending the executive branch, chiefly DJ ana Fbl. 

And hew about the longer list ef sycophantic werkis? They art those with nenoy una 
influence dehind then. Hot one of those authors sought to onu suppression. - cauu.-. yeu 
supaoaedly are ouaiing with nil aides, need you not include this in sene nu*mcr. 

In dealing with the effort te end suppreaaien in the iirclavos, you can t us< * 
designation "critic." Sylvia, whose work is uagnificannt, Hade nc ouch Bffert. Of these 
whose backs are published, only one did. R*ff»<m Inter did, am his book is due scon. 

I iwv« added several aug astlswo for citation to WVJ II. At xe the first Veekto 
include whut I by than hud resurrected frw official oblivion, although it comcide. in tine 
with the u*«e.irance of Lane's book and the reprint in English of bauvagv&n. .he point hem 
is that if it was passible for ne in 1966, wmu it not nine for ethers^ Yat^hcx-e is wuly 

one ether work te use the Archives mturialn this way, the ^t cS't 

of the deouNKuts in whi.ch were then net new end were cribbea. This is a faiUng the ( 
be balaed on officiaHeu. The fault lies with publishers, if net authors ana ^c.holars. 

Did any profassional historian undertake the task, fur exar.yic. U H the amne of vtc. o , 
heal theyseif to year .av, threw.) «ud is them not on apt semen tu professional historians 
in that they liave not done their duty to a iumine P»i*t m lastorjr whiD. it mib 
and when seciety hod the pressing need? ^luc an object lesser for t»mi iw and 1 h..vo deno 
worked ac xi© purfesBionfcX hi.bt 0 r 3 .nR w’oult or ooul^# 



Ou sair© winor matters, ysu iiave soao pronoun ana tense prsbcLas you sheuld correct 
a&d unify. 

But vfhcar© you deal with thtf ©patting «f the Archives fro* suppression y#>u regain with 
several problems* one of wliioh you iwd<vvrstand in part* 

Oii<. i«j that not all suppress ! ml In hy it* Exuaplti, spactrc.lt is *ufc©Ur, the bits 
of ecBfrntiul ©vidonee the Cowiistji&a aevwr hud* 

Another 1 m that tha plain truth la that I haves non* the basic werk. He oh has r^ona 
but it regains to bo used* The real mu< effective help I had wan frew Jii?. enly f anti, 
it was really iorsut* ills approach iu C* A. 2052-73 is unique* But no was the situation I 
picked for this suit* I was and an wall prepared for Kany others, but net to the decree 
1 v/fto for this, which had bc»JH V>p. ok-b ' unri^rod await the propitious *«r«mt* 1'he of 

preparatiert is net apparent. It extended t«i* hoviny every record ef every sttnon^phiB 
transcript, evory bill sme receipt, even every covering letter far all originating out- 
side ef Washington* 

(leu confuse "transcript 0 m "manuscript*" never the latter*) You ilm U£© 
deposition incorrectly, as ; I’ve indicated* The fact iu that what the? Contisuion itself 
coiwjidcrod depositing wash t* It uac ex parte questioning under oath by a staff lawyer 
and I tliink yt&u should 3?okS clear that this is aot; a true deposition, hick nouns two 
sides, crosfT-cxafeiuation. 

be fmae you are dealing with secrecy, l think ycu should o-xplnin tide noro, that 
even the published testimony was taken on ti roly in a*>erot an- initially classified 
"TOP fcECnET*" The reason for downgrading the classification was to porvit type-wetti/igi 

Whoa yen have fc'igegtcti WW IV I suggest you add citations iu addition to y^ur reference 
to archival wate rials where both are uhe cast)* Also te law-suits hy nudfcur, for scholars 
can sme will find mere in than when they can’t boo what w iu rje.« 1 have in our files* 

1 have »U£;r©s*t«d elrlniaatin^ sowc «vp1 nions , in part because they arc not valid. 
However, 1 thi.uk interpretations are neoosnary and for the Hwst part arc quite good* 

Your profession cd^’ht find it unwelcome, hut 1 tic boliave it wculc Ue helpful t ft 
it and to scholars ©£ the future to saakc clour tli^t acuae*ic preparation in the prof cordon 
is nst only inadequate in political o&nus 15Jcc this but that fro?.' the Rultltud© there wur. 
no David with a single stone* It is n failing of the profession ?uik it should be jtaM* 
aware of it* Political cases require activists, not acadeni clang and skills not taught 
in educational institutions* In till;? connection, EpKgrfctny Epstein, the professional 
political scientist, ic tho only one t® have done a book (Thoupson is a philosopher, which 
liiii a better crouk-co^arcializer) yet his is the least scholarly work *uid the ©no 
closest to journalistic in nethod 5 interviews from wliich ho selector, v.jjat suited ids 
purposes ana with those ho selected - all with a \ery narrow perfective an^. thfc assumption 
©f what he inveighed against, political truth, he did assuwa the Cto*jfcissit>£ 1 s fumUtiicntal 
aasuvtption, of Oswald 1 a £Uiit. Ho never addressed th& quostioiL<iA any way* Eohclarsliip? 

Uo Idstorian has added to knowledge* Hen© iias undertaken to break the euppi’eseion 
harrier* Even th*: first bibliograpliiea were nut by historians* i-'ou arc, I bcliovc, the 
first to do it* 



Interrupted) ihere se^veral hours ag»* Host regards. 



